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On October 9, 2002, the Interstate Telecommunications Relay Service (�TRS�) Advisory

Council submitted to the Commission recommended guidelines to govern the recovery of costs

associated with Internet Protocol Relay (�IP Relay�) service.1  Three relay providers,

                                                
1 Interstate TRS Advisory Council, Recommended Internet Protocol (IP) Cost Recovery Guidelines
(�Recommended Guidelines�), CC Docket No. 98-67, October 9, 2002.
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WorldCom, Sprint, and AT&T, and the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA) filed

comments.2  WorldCom takes this opportunity to  respond to those comments.

The relay providers all support NECA�s October 9, 2002 findings.  In particular they all

support the NECA�s recommendation to apply the same national average rate development

methodology and cost recovery reimbursement rate for traditional relay service to IP Relay

service.  WorldCom therefore recommends the Commission adopt this finding.

In its October 9, 2002 report, NECA recommended periodically revisiting IP Relay cost

recovery to determine if changes in technology or other circumstances made it possible or

desirable for reimbursement to be shared between the Federal and State jurisdictions.3  AT&T

appears to misread this recommendation, and proposes the Commission undertake an annual

review of whether the interstate reimbursement rate for IP Relay should continue to be identical

to the interstate reimbursement rate for traditional relay.4  NECA did not recommend periodic

review for this issue.  Rather, NECA found that because the cost drivers of IP Relay were nearly

identical to traditional relay it did not expect their costs to differ.5  WorldCom does not see the

need for NECA to perform a review comparing the cost of providing IP Relay to traditional

relay, until and unless it, or a relay provider, suspects that cost conditions between the two relay

access methods are about to significantly diverge.  WorldCom recommends that NECA and relay

                                                
2 See Interstate Telecommunications Relay Service TRS Fund Advisory Council Files Proposed Guidelines for the
Recover of Costs Associated with Internet Protocol Relay Services, CC Docket No. 98-67, Comments of WorldCom
(�WorldCom Comments), filed February 7, 2003, Comments of Sprint (�Sprint Comments�), February 7, 2003,
Comments of AT&T (�AT&T Comments�), filed February 7, 2003, and Comments of NECA, filed February 7,
2003.

3 Recommended Internet Protocol (IP) Cost Recovery Guidelines, CC Docket No. 98-67 (�NECA IP Cost Recovery
Guidelines�), October 9, 2002, at 14.

4 AT&T Comments at 5.

5 NECA IP Cost Recovery Guidelines at 13-14.
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providers continue to share information and concerns about IP-Relay on an informal basis.  A

more formal review by NECA would be appropriate if informal information point in that

direction.

In its Comments, NECA identifies the possibility of fraud associated with international

calls completed over IP Relay.  Based on data submitted by IP Relay providers, NECA reports

that international IP minutes have been exceeding traditional relay international minutes by a

factor of 20.6  Some increase in international IP minutes compared to traditional relay would be

expected, because IP Relay providers have not been charging callers for the toll portion of the

call.7  However, due to the magnitude of the increase, WorldCom believes that significant

numbers of international calls carried over IP Relay should not be eligible for reimbursement.

WorldCom believes that since the appeal of free international calling is responsible for

the probable fraud associated with international IP Relay, the appropriate response is to remove

the incentive to commit fraud caused by free international IP Relay calling.  As Sprint notes, the

Commission�s rules only require free toll calls over IP Relay if the relay provider does not offer

the caller the ability to choose the long distance carrier of his or her choice.8  If relay providers

do offer callers this ability, and then charge for the call, the incentive to commit fraud should be

eliminated.  Sprint suggests that in the context of IP Relay, the carrier of choice obligation

would be satisfied if relay providers allow callers to utilize calling card, collect, prepaid cards,

and third party billing methods.9  WorldCom supports this proposal.  WorldCom believes that the

Commission�s carrier of choice rules would only apply to calls that originate in the United States

                                                
6 NECA Comments at 4.

7 WorldCom has not sought reimbursement for the relay portion of international IP Relay calls.

8 Sprint Comments at 2.

9 Id., at 2.
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and its territories, since the toll portion of an internationally originated toll call would normally

be billed by the foreign caller�s long distance provider.
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